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The  empirical  validity  of  the  Mobley,  Horner  &  Hollingsworth  model  of 
employee  turnover  was  tested  with  clerical  employees.  Results  were 
consistent  with  the  model  in  that  only  intention  to  quit  exhibited  a 
significant  regression  coefficient  in  the  prediction  of  turnover. 
Implications  for  future  research  in  the  area  are  discussed,  l 
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A  Re-Examination  of  the 


Mobley,  Horner  &  Hollingsworth  Model  of  Turnover:  A  Useful  Replication 

Employee  turnover  has  stimulated  much  research  because  of  its 
important  consequences  to  both  individuals  and  organizations.  Literature 
reviews  on  turnover  (e.g.,  Brayfleld  &  Crockett,  1955;  Herzberg,  Mausner, 
Peterson,  &  Capwell,  1957;  Porter  &  Steers,  1973;  Schuh,  1967  and  Vroom,  1964) 
Indicate  that  job  satisfaction  serves  as  an  important  factor  in  the 
withdrawal  behavior  of  employees.  Locke  (1976),  however,  notes  that  although 
the  relationship  between  job  satisfaction  and  turnover  has  been  consistently 
negative  and  significant,  the  correlations  are  usually  less  than  r*.40. 

It  was  evidence  such  as  this  that  prompted  Porter  &  Steers  (1973)  to  suggest 
that  emphasis  be  placed  on  the  entire  withdrawal  process  rather  than  a 
preoccupation  with  the  direct  relationship  between  job  satisfaction  and 
turnover. 

More  recently,  Mobley  (1977,1978)  suggested  that  job  satisfaction 
was  only  one  of  a  possible  set  of  precursors  of  actual  turnover.  Based 
on  the  theoretical  work  of  March  &  Simon  (1958)  and  Locke  (1968,  1976), 

Mobley  (1977)  developed  a  model  in  which  job  satisfaction  served  to  stimulate 
thinking  of  quitting  which  in  turn  led  to  an  evaluation  of  the  expected 
utility  of  the  search  for  another  job,  the  Intention  to  search  for  an 
alternative,  actual  search,  evaluation  of  the  alternatives,  intention  to 
quit  and  finally  the  decision  to  quit  or  stay.  It  was  further  postulated 
that  intention  to  quit  was  the  1 mediate  precursor  of  turnover,  which  is 
a  conclusion  consistent  with  theoretical  models  that  emphasise  the  strength 
of  attitudes  and  intentions  on  behavior  (Fiahbein,  1967;  Locke,  1968; 

Locke,  Cartledge  6  Knerr,  1970)  over  and  above  an  affective  aspect. 


Mobley  tested  a  simplified  version  of  his  model  (see  Figure  1)  in  a 
study  utilizing  hospital  employees  (Mobley,  Horner  &  Hollingsworth,  1978). 

The  primary  purpose  of  that  research  was  to  determine  how  the  model 
components  combined  in  affecting  turnover.  A  secondary  purpose  was  to 
test  the  specific  hypothesis  that  the  effect  of  job  satisfaction  on 
turnover  was  indirect  through  various  links  in  the  model  rather  than  direct. 

The  results  of  Mobley's  study  were  consistent  with  the  model  in  that 
intention  to  quit  exhibited  the  strongest  correlation  with  turnover  and 
that  the  effect  of  job  satisfaction  was  to  stimulate  thinking  of  quitting 
and  the  subsequent  intentions  rather  than  actual  turnover. 

A  replication  of  this  study  was  performed  (Miller,  Katerberg  &  Hulin,  1979) 
which  supported  the  empirical  validity  of  the  Mobley  et.al  (1978)  turnover 
model.  There  were,  however,  major  differences  between  the  original  study 
(Mobley  et.al.,  1978)  and  this  replication.  The  sample  used  were  national 
guardsmen.  These  people  were  part  time  employees  whose  voluntary  withdrawal 
from  a  military  organization  was  prohibited  by  prior  obligation  or  commitment. 
Turnover  was  defined  as  the  decision  to  re-enlist  or  not  to  re-enlist  in 
the  organization  after  a  set  period  of  time  and  for  a  determined  period  of 
time.  The  difference  between  this  withdrawal  situation  and  that  of  organ¬ 
izational  employees  is  obvious  and  important.  In  an  attempt  to  improve 
reliability,  Miller  et.al.  (1979)  also  used  composite  variables  as  predictors. 
The  construct  of  withdrawal  cognitions  consisted  of  the  variables  thinking 
of  quitting,.  Intention  to  search  and  Intention  to  quit.  The  construct  of 
career  mobility  consisted  of  the  variables  age/tenure  and  probability  of 
finding  an  acceptable  alternative.  Also,  an  change  analysis  was  used  in 
the  Interpretation  of  the  data  in  place  of  the  regression  coefficient 
significance  testing  used  in  the  original  Mobley  et.al.  (1978)  study. 
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Even  chough  che  results  indicated  that  withdrawal  cognitions  contributed 
variance  in  the  prediction  of  turnover  independent  of  job  satisfaction  and 
career  mobility,  the  aforementioned  adaptations  call  for  a  replication 
which  is  more  similar  in  nature  to  the  original  Mobley  et.al.(1978)  study. 

The  present  research  represents  a  closer  replication  of  the  Mobley  et.al.  (1978) 
study,  which  provides  not  only  a  strong  test  of  the  original  model  but  also 
addresses  some  of  the  problems  inherent  in  research  on  employee  turnover 
(Muchinsky,  1978).  In  this  study,  turnover  was  precisely  measured  as  the 
number  of  voluntary  terminations  recorded  in  a  3  month  period,  thus  bypassing 
problems  associated  with  nebulous,  unspecified  or  multiple  measures 
of  turnover.  A  predictive  design  was  used  to  enhance  the  methodological 
rigor  of  the  study.  Other  factors  such  as  the  sample  used  and  the  economic 
conditions  which  prevailed  throughout  the  study  provided  a  good  testing 
ground  for  the  type  of  model  of  employee  turnover  being  Investigated.  The 
sample  consisted  of  clerical  personnel  in  a  large  educational  institution 
in  which  the  annual  turnover  rate  is  35-452.  The  unemployment  rate  in  the 
city  in  which  the  Institution  is  located  is  under  42.  For  the  duration  of 
the  study  high  job  availability  was  indicated  by  8-12  pages  of  clerical  job 
opportunities  advertised  in  the  Sunday  newspaper.  Thus  it  appears  that  the 
Mobley  model  which  emphasizes  the  relationship  between  attitude  and  intentions 
would  be  strongly  tested  because  of  the  control  the  individual  subjects  had 
over  their  withdrawal  behavior. 

The  model  being  tested  in  the  present  study  is  altered  slightly  from  the 
original  Mobley  model  to  reflect  theoretical  beliefs  and  subsequent  re¬ 
search  findings.  In  both  the  Mobley  et.al.  (1978)  and  Miller  et.al  (1979) 
studies  probability  of  finding  acceptable  job  alternatives  served  to  pre¬ 
dict  thinking  of  quitting  over  and  above  a  direct  relationship  with  intention 
to  search  and  Intention  to  quit.  This  has  bean  Incorporated  in  the  model 
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under  investigation  (see  Figure  2).  In  the  previous  studies  dealing  with 
this  model  of  turnover  (Mobley  et.al.,  1978;  Miller  et.al.,1979)  age 
and  tenure  have  been  combined  to  represent  one  variable  in  order  to  deal 
with  problems  of  parsimony  and  collinearity .  Although  these  two  variables 
appear  to  operate  in  the  same  fashion  in  relation  to  turnover  (e.g..  Marsh 
&  Mannari,  1977;  Porter  &  Steers,  1973;  Price,  1977)  the  rationale  behind 
their  combination  in  this  particular  situation  seems  unsound.  When  there 
is  high  employment  availability  it  does  not  necessarily  follow  that  age 
and  tenure  will  be  highly  intercorrelated  and  may  thus  operate  as  separate 
variables.  Therefore  in  this  study  age  and  tenure  are  to  be  examined  as 
separate  predictor  variables.  According  to  the  model  under  Investigation 
age  and  tenure  will  affect  withdrawal  indirectly  through  job  satisfaction 
and  the  probability  of  finding  an  acceptable  job  alternative.  This  latter 
variable  is  hypothesized  to  affect  turnover  only  indirectly  through  the 
intention  variables. 

Therefore,  according  to  the  model  being  tested  it  is  hypothesized  that 

1)  Intention  to  quit  will  be  the  only  variable  to  exhibit  a  direct 
relationship  with  turnover. 

2)  Job  satisfaction  will  affect  turnover  only  indirectly  (and  with 
decreasing  strength)  through  thinking  of  quitting,  intention  to 
search  and  intention  to  quit. 

3)  The  probability  of  finding  an  acceptable  alternative  will  affect 
turnover  indirectly  through  thinking  of  quitting  and  intention 
to  search. 

4)  Both  age  and  tenure  will  influence  turnover  only  Indirectly 
through  Job  satisfaction  and  probability  of  finding  an 
acceptable  alternative. 
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METHOD 


Subjects 

Questionnaires  were  administered  to  65  full-time  clerical  employees 
of  a  large  southern  university.  Employees  were  given  release  time  from 
work  to  attend  data  collection  sessions.  Participation  was  voluntary. 
All  employees  who  attended  the  sessions  participated. 


Measures 

The  predictor  and  criterion  measures  were  included  in  a  large  general 
employee  attitude  survey.  The  Hoppock  Scale  (1935)  was  used  to  measure 
job  satisfaction. 

The  approach  advocated  by  Fishbein  (1967)  for  tapping  Intentions  was 
used.  Thinking  of  quitting,  intention  to  search,  intention  to  quit  and 
probability  of  finding  an  acceptable  alternative  were  assessed  using  the 
following  respective  items  with  appropriate  anchors: 

How  often  do  you  think  about  quitting  your  job  and  leaving  _ ? 

What  are  the  chances  that  you  will  go  out  and  look  for  another  job  within 
the  next  three  months? 

What  are  the  chances  that  you  will  quit  your  present  job  and  leave  _ ? 

If  you  quit  your  job  at  _  what  are  the  chances  that  you  would  be 

able  to  find  another  job  as  good  as,  or  better  than,  your  present  job? 


The  turnover  criterion  was  coded  2  for  voluntary  turnover  and  1  for 
staying  or  being  promoted  within  the  organization.  Turnover  data  were 
collected  approximately  three  months  following  survey  administration. 
Voluntary  turnover  during  this  period  was  10. 8X. 
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RESULTS 


Correlations  among  the  variables  are  presented  in  Table  1.  Only 
tenure,  job  satisfaction  and  intention  to  quit  were  significantly  related 
to  turnover,  with  tenure  and  job  satisfaction  having  a  negative  relationship 
and  intention  to  quit  a  positive  one.  Age,  while  not  related  to  turnover, 
is  significantly  related  to  job  satisfaction  and  tenure  (positively)  and 
intention  to  quit.  Intention  to  search  and  probability  of  finding  an 
acceptable  alternative  (negatively) . Satisfaction  is  positively  related 
to  age  and  negatively  related  to  the  withdrawal  cognitions  (intention  to 
quit,  intention  to  search,  thinking  of  quitting)  and  probability  of  finding 
an  acceptable  alternative.  Probability  of  finding  an  acceptable  alternative 
is  negatively  related  to  age,  job  satisfaction  and  positively  related  to 
withdrawal  cognitions.  The  withdrawal  cognitions,  besides  being  significantly 
intercorrelated, are  negatively  related  with  job  satisfaction. 

The  standardized  regression  coefficients  for  the  various  multiple 

regression  equations  are  reported  in  Table  2.  Intention  to  quit  has  the 

\ 

only  significant  coefficient  in  the  equation  predicting  turnover.  Intention 
to  search  and  thinking  of  quitting  contribute  significantly  to  the  pre¬ 
diction  of  intention  to  quit,  with  thinking  of  quitting  exhibiting  the 
weaker  effect.  Thinking  of  quitting  has  the  only  significant  coefficient 
in  the  equation  predicting  intention  to  search.  Both  job  satisfaction 
and  probability  of  finding  an  acceptable  alternative  have  significant 
coefficients  in  the  prediction  of  thinking  of  quitting.  In  this  context, 
job  satisfaction  and  tenure  show  no  direct  effect  on  turnover.  As  also 
hypothesized  by  the  aodel,  the  strongest  coefficient  in  the  prediction  of 
a  particular  variable  is  possessed  by  that  variabla  which  is* ed lately  pre¬ 
cedes  it  in  the  model. 
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DISCUSSION 


The  empirical  validity  of  a  slightly  modified  Mobley  et.al  (1978) 
model  of  turnover  was  upheld  by  the  data  in  this  study.  Intention  to  quit 
had  the  strongest  and  only  significant  effect  on  turnover  of  all  the 
variables  studied  in  the  context  of  the  hypothesized  model.  With  all 
variables  included  in  the  model,  job  satisfaction  significantly  affected 
only  thinking  of  quitting.  Thus,  it  would  appear  that  although  tenure 
and  job  satisfaction  have  significant  bivariate  correlations  with  turn¬ 
over,  they  both  contributed  nothing  beyond  what  is  accounted  for  by  intention 
to  quit.  Therefore,  these  data  appear  to  support  the  concept  of  the  strength 
of  intentions  over  and  above  that  of  affective  reactions  in  determining 
behavior. The  implication  of  this  for  those  concerned  with  controlling 
turnover  in  organizations  is  that  interventions  designed  to  deal  with 
this  problem  can  extend  beyond  the  realm  of  affect  (job  satisfaction)  into 
the  more  cognitive,  behavioral  and  economic  areas. 

An  interesting  finding  is  that  tenure  consistently  exhibited  a 
significant  bivariate  correlation  with  turnover  and  age  did  not.  This  may 
reflect  the  nature  of  the  job  market  and  the  present  high  demand  for 
clerical  personnel.  People  with  secretarial  skills  are  valued  assets 
and  therefore  organizations  may  be  extending  benefits  to  reward  these 
people  for  remaining  in  the  organizational  work  force.  It  would  not  seem, 
however,  that  age  would  necessarily  affect  turnover  because  secretaries 
of  all  ages. know  their  skills  are  very  marketable. 

Probability  of  finding  an  acceptable  alternative  did  have  the 
hypothesized  effect  on  thinking  of  quitting  but  failed  in  the  prediction 
of  intention  to  search.  It  would  seem  that  the  ascertainment  of  whether  an 
acceptable  job  opportunity  exists  occurs  very  early  in  the  withdrawal 
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process  and  then  once  established,  exerts  no  significant  influence  on 
further  actions  toward  turnover. 

There  are  a  few  problems  inherent  in  this  study.  The  small  sample 
size  and  the  large  number  of  variables  severely  limit  the  power  of  the 
study  in  the  detection  of  significant  results.  This  could  cause  the  lack 
of  significant  bivariate  correlations.  This  power  problem  added  to  the 
suspect  reliability  of  one  question  measures  seen  to  indicate  that 
replication  is  warranted. 

The  amount  of  variance  explained  by  the  full  model,  although  significant, 
is  far  from  unity.  There  are  a  few  plausible  explanations  for  this.  First 
is  the  power  problem  discussed  above.  The  second  involves  the  inability 
of  the  model  to  incorporate  such  variables  as  impulsive  quitting  and  the 
failure  to  deal  with  changes  in  attitudes,  intentions,  economic  conditions, 
organizational  variables  and  task  characteristics  that  may  have  occurred 
between  measurement  and  turnover  (Mobley  et.al.,  1978).  Another  explanation 
involves  the  restriction  of  available  variance  to  be  accounted  for  when  a 
dichotomous  variable  with  a  low  base  rate  (in  this  case  10.8%)  is  used.  In 
order  to  deal  with  this  dilemma  the  course  to  follow  in  future  research  in 
this  area  might  be  to  concentrate  on  the  prediction  of  intention  rather 


than  actual  turnover 


FIGURE 


Model  used  in  Mobley  et . al . ( 1978)  study 
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Model  used  in  the  present  research 


CORRELATIONS  AMONG  THE  VARIABLES 


P  <  -05 


REFERENCES 


Brayfield,  A.H  ,  &  Crockett,  W.  H.  Employee  attitudes  and  employee  performance. 
Psychological  Bulletin.  1955,  52^,  396-424. 

Fishbein,  M.  Attitude  and  the  prediction  of  behavior.  In  M.  Fishbein  (Ed.), 
Readings  in  attitude  theory  and  measurement.  New  York:  Wiley,  1967. 

Herzberg,  F.,  Mausner,  B.,  Peterson,  R.  0.,  &  Capwell,  D.  F.  Job  attitudes: 

Review  of  research  and  opinion.  Pittsburgh:  Psychological  Service  of 
Pittsburgh,  1957. 

Hoppock,  R.  Job  Satisfaction.  New  York:  Harper  &  Row,  1935. 

Locke,  E.  A.  Toward  a  theory  of  task  motivation  and  incentives.  Organizational 
Behavior  and  Human  Performance,  1968,  157-189. 

Locke,  E.  A.  The  nature  and  causes  of  job  satisfaction.  In  M.  D.  Dunnette  (Ed.), 
Handbook  of  Industrial  Organizational  Psychology.  Chicago:  Rand  McNally,  1976. 

Locke,  E.  A.,  Cartledge,  N.,  &  Knerr,  C.  S.  Studies  of  the  relationship 
between  satisfaction,  goal  setting,  and  performance.  Organizational 
Behavior  and  Human  Performance,  1970,  5^  135-158. 

March  J.  G.,  &  Simon,  H.  A.  Organizations.  New  York:  Wiley,  1958. 

Marsh,  R.,  &  Mannar i,  H.  Organizational  commitment  and  turnover:  A  predictive 
study.  Administrative  Science  Quarterly,  1977,  22,  57-75. 

Miller,  H.  E.,  Katerberg,  R.,  Hulin,  C.L.  Evaluation  of  the  Mobley,  Horner, 

&  Hollingsworth  model  of  employee  turnover.  Journal  of  Applied  Psychology, 
1979,-64,  509-517. 

Mobley,  W.  H.  Intermediate  linkages  in  the  relationship  between  job  satisfaction 
and  employee  turnover.  Journal  of  Applied  Psychology.  1977,  6£,  237-240. 

Mobley,  W.  H.,  Horner,  S.  0.,  &  Hollingsworth,  A.  T.  An  evaluation  of  precursors 
of  hospital  employee  turnover.  Journal  of  Applied  Psychology.  1978,  63,  408-414. 

Muchinsky,  Paul  M.  Methodological/interpretive  issues  in  employee  turnover 

research.  Paper  presented  at  Academy  of  Management  proceedings,  San  Francisco, 
California,  1978. 

Porter,  L.  W.,&  Steers,  R.  M.  Organisational  work  and  personal  factors  in 

employee  turnover  and  absenteeism.  Psychological  Bulletin,  1973,  80,  151-176. 

Price,  J.  L.  The  Study  of  Turnover.  Ames:  Iowa  State  University  Press,  1977. 

Schuh,  A.  The  predictability  of  ea^loyee  tenure:  A  review  of  the  literature. 
Personnel  Psychology.  1967,  £0,  133-152. 

Vroom,  V.  H.  Work  t  Motivation.  New  York:  Wiley,  1964. 


D I ST81BITI0S  LIS'! 


LIST  2 
MANDATORY 


Defense  Documentation  Center 
ATTN:  DDC-TC 
Acceeelooe  Division 
Cameron  Station 
Alexandria,  VA  2231* 

Library  of  Congreaa 

Science  and  Technology  Division 

Washington,  DC  205*0 

Chief  of  Naval  Research 
Office  of  Naval  Research 
Code  452 

800  N.  Quincy  Street 
Arlington,  VA  22217 

Coaaandlng  Officer 
Naval  Research  Laboratory 
Code  2627 

Washington,  DC  20375 


(12  copies) 


(3  copies) 


(6  copies) 


LIST  2 
0NR  FIELD 


Coaaandlng  Officer 
ONR  Branch  Office 
1030  E.  Green  Street 
Pasadena,  CA  91106 

Psychologist 
ONR  Branch  Office 
1030  E.  Green  Street 
Pasadena,  CA  91106 

Coaaandlng  Officer 
ONR  Branch  Office 
536  S.  Clark  Street 
Chicago,  IL  60605 

Psychologist 
ONR  Branch  Office 
536  S.  Clark  Street 
Chicago,  IL  60605 


Coaaandlng  Officer 
ONR  Branch  Office 
Bldg,  11*.  Section  D 
666  Suisaar  Street 
Boeton,  MA  02210 

Psychologist 
0HR  Branch  Office 
Bldg,  11*.  Section  D 
666  Summer  Street 
Boston,  MA  02210 

Office  of  Naval  Research 
Director,  Technology  Prograaa 
Code  200 

800  N.  Quincy  Street 
Arlington,  VA  22217 


LIST  3 
0PNAV 

Deputy  Chief  of  Naval ’Operations 
(Manpower,  Personnel,  and  Training) 
Scientific  Advisor  to  DCN0  (Op-OIT) 
2703  Arlington  Annex 
Washington,  DC  203S0 

Deputy  Chief  of  Naval  Operations 
(Manpower,  Personnel,  and  Training) 
Dlractor,  Hunan  Resource  Management 
Division  (Op-15) 

Department  of  the  Navy 
Washington,  DC  20350 

Deputy  Chief  of  Naval  Operations 
(Manpower,  Personnel,  and  Training) 
Read,  Research,  Development,  and 
Studies  Branch  (Op-102) 

1812  Arlington  Annex 
Washington,  DC  20350 


Deputy  Chief  of  Naval  Operations 
(Manpower,  Personnel,  and  Training) 
Director,  Hunan  Resource  Manageoent 
Plans  and  Policy  Branch  (Op- 150) 
Department  of  the  Navy 
Washington,  DC  20350 

Chiaf  of  Naval  Operations 
Read,  Manpower,  Personnel,  Training 
and  Reserves  Team  (Op-96*D) 

The  Pentagon,  4A578 
Washington,  DC  20350 

Chief  of  Naval  Operations 
Assistant,  Personnel  logistics 
Planning  (Op-987P10) 

The  Pentagon,  5D772 
Washington,  DC  20350 


LIST  4 

SAVMAT  &  NPRI'C 


NAVMAT 


Naval  Macarlal  Command 
Program  Admlnla r rat  or ,  Manpower, 
Personnel,  and  Training 
Code  08T2A4 
1044  Crvatal  Plaza  #5 
Washington,  DC  20360 

Naval  Material  Command 
Management  Training  Center 
NMAT  09M32 

Jefferson  Plaza,  Bldg  72,  Rm  150 
1421  Jefferson  Davis  Highway 
Arlington,  VA  20360 


LIST  5 
BUM  ED 


Command ing  Officer 

Naval  Health  Research  Center 

San  Diego,  CA 

Commanding  Officer 
Naval  Submarine  Medical 
Raeaarch  Laboratory 
Naval  Submarine  Saaa 
New  London,  Boa  900 
Groton,  CT  06340 

Director,  Medical  Service  Corps 
Bureau  of  Medicine  and  Surgery 
Code  23 

Department  of  the  Navy 
Washington,  DC  20372 

Naval  Aerospace  Medical 
Research  Lab 

Naval  Air  Station 
Pensacola,  PL  32508 


LIST  6 
NAVAL  POSTCRADUA 


NPRDC 


Commending  Officer  1  > 

Naval  Personnel  R4D  center 
San  Diego,  CA  42152 

Navy  Personnel  RAD  Center 
Washington  Liaison  office 
Building  200,  2N 
Washington  Navy  Yard 
Washington,  DC  20 3  ’ -i 


CDR  Robert  Kennedy 
Officer  in  Charge 
Naval  Aeroapace  Medical 

Research  Laboratory  Detachment 
Box  2940,  Mlchoud  Station 
New  Orleans,  LA  70129 

National  Naval  Medical  Center 
Psychology  Department 
Be  the  ed  a,  MD  20014 

Command lng  Officer 
Nevy  Medical  RAD  Command 
Bethesda,  MD  20014 


SCHOOL 


Navel  Postgraduate  School 
ATTN:  Dr,  Richard  S,  Elater 
Department  of  Admlnlatratlve  Sclancea 
Monterey,  CA  93940 

Naval  Postgraduate  School 
ATTN:  Profaaaor  John  Sanger 
Operations  Rcaaarch  and 
Admlnlatratlve  Science 
Monterey,  CA  93940 

Superintendent 

Naval  Postgraduate  School 

Coda  1424 

Honteray,  CA  93940 


LIST  7 

HUM 


Off tear  In  Charge 

Human  taaourca  Management  Detachment 
Naval  Air  Station 
Alameda,  CA  94591 

Offlcar  In  Charga 

Human  Resource  Hanagamant  Detachment 
Naval  Submarine  Baaa  Nav  London 
P.0.  Box  81 
Groton,  CT  06340 

Offlcar  In  Charga 

Human  Raaourca  Managamant  Division 

Naval  Air  Station 

Mayport ,  FL  32228 

Commanding  Offlcar 

Human  Raaourca  Managamant  Cantar 

Paarl  Harbor,  HI  96860 

Commandar  In  Chlaf 

Human  Raaourca  Managamant  Dlvlalon 

U.S.  Pacific  Float 

Pearl  Harbor,  HI  96860 

Offlcar  In  Charga 

Human  Raaourca  Managamant  Detachment 
Naval  Baaa 

Charlaaton,  SC  29408 

Commanding  Offlcar 
Hunan  Raaourca  Management  School 
Naval  Air  Station  Memphis 
Millington.  Tit  38054 

Human  Resource  Management  School 
Naval  Air  Station  Memphis  (96) 
Millington,  TN  38054 


<>mmandlng  Officer 
Hunan  Reavim**  Manaf.eiwnt  fVntrr 
1300  U(  Ison  H.>u  [  o',  .ir  t 
Arlington.  VA  222<'9 

Commanding  Officer 
Human  Resource  Management  Center 
5621-23  Tidewater  Drlce 
Norfolk,  VA  23511 

Commander  In  Chief 

Human  Resource  Management  Division 

U.S.  Atlantic  Fleet 

Norfolk.  VA  23511 

Officer  In  Charge 

Human  Resource  Management  Detachment 
Naval  Air  Station  Ehidbey  Island 
Oak  Harbor.  UA  98278 


Commanding  Officer 

Human  Resource  Management  Center 

Box  23 

FPO  New  York  09510 
Commander  In  Chief 

Human  Resource  Management  Dlvlalon 
U.S.  Naval  Force  Europe 
FPO  New  York  09510 

Officer  In  Charge 

Human  Resource  Management  Detachment 
Box  60 

FPO  San  Francisco  96651 
Officer  In  Charge 

Hunan  Resource  Mnna-ement  Detachment 

COMNAVFORJAPAN 

FPO  Seattle  98762 


LIST  B 

HAFT  MISCELLANEOUS 


Naval  Amphibious  School 
Director,  Human  Raaourca 
Training  Dapartmant 
Naval  Amphibious  Baaa 
Little  Creek 
Norfolk,  VA  23521 

Chlaf  of  Naval  Education 
and  Training  (N-5) 

A COS  Raaaarch  and  Program 

Development 
Naval  Air  Station 
Paaaacola ,  FL  32508 


Chief  of  Naval  Technical  Training 
ATTN:  Dr.  Norman  Karr,  Code  0161 
NAS  Mamphle  (75) 

Millington,  TN  380SA 

Naval  Training  Analyela 
and  Evaluation  Croup 
Orlando,  FL  32813 

Commanding  Offlcar 

Naval  Training  Equipment  Center 

Orlando,  Fi  32813 


Naval  War  Collage 

Naval  Military  Farnonmal  Command  (2  copies)  Managamant  Dapartmant 

am  Dapartmant  (1WC-6)  Newport,  RI  0*940 

Wa ah lag  ton,  DC  20350 


LIST  9 
L'SMC 


Commandant  of  the  Marine  Corps 
Headquarters,  U.S.  Marine  Corps 
Code  MPI-20 
Washington,  DC  20380 


Headquarters,  lT.S.  "arine 
ATTO:  Dr.  A.  L.  SlafVoaWv, 
Code  RD-1 

'..'ashlnpton,  DC  .’0  380 


LIST  11 

OTHER  FEDERAL  GO  VERM!  EOT 


National  Institute  of  Education 
Educational  Equity  Grants  Prograa 
1200  19th  Street,  N.V. 

Washington,  DC  20208 

National  Institute  of  Education 
ATTN:  Dr.  Fritz  Muhlhauaer 
EOLC/SMO 

1200  19th  Street,  N.W. 

Washington,  DC  20208 

National  Institute  of  Mental  Health 
Minority  Group  Mental  Health  Prograaa 
Room  7  -  102 
5600  Fishers  Lana 
Rockville,  MD  20852 


Office  of  Personnel  Management 
Organizational  Psychology  Branch 
1900  E  Street,  RW. 

Washington,  DC  20415 

Chief,  Psychological  Research  Branch 
ATTN:  Mr.  Richard  Lanteraan 
U.S.  Coast  Cuard  (C-P-1/2/A2) 
Washington,  DC  20590 

Social  and  Developmental  Psychology 
Prograa 

National  Science  Foundation 
Washington,  DC  20550 


LIST  12 
ARMY 


Army  Research  Institute 
Field  Unit  -  Monterey 
P.0.  Box  5787 
Monterey,  CA  93940 

Deputy  Chief  of  Staff  for 
Personnel,  Research  Office 
ATTN :  DAPE-PBR 
Washington,  DC  20310 

Headquarter* ,  FORSCOM 

ATTN :  AFPR-HR 

Ft.  McPherson,  GA  30330 


*r,7  Research  Institute 
Field  Unit  -  Leavenworth 
P.0.  Box  3122 

Fort  Leavenworth,  KS  66027 

Technical  Director  (2  copies) 
Research  Institute 
5001  Eisenhower  Avenue 
Alexandria,  VA  22333 


LIST  13 

AIR  FORCE 


Air  University  Llbrary/LSE  76-443 
Maxwell  APB,  AL  36112 

AFOIR/WL  (Dr.  Fregly) 

Building  410 
Bolling  APB 
Washington,  DC  20332 

Air  Perea  Institute  of  Technology 
APIT/IS0R  at.  Col.  Unetot) 
Wrlght-Petternon  APB 
Day ton,  01  45433 

Technical  Director 
APm/0U 
Brooks  APB 

San  Antonio,  IX  71235 
AfWC/DMTP 

(Research  and  MsasnroMat  Division) 
Randolph  AID 

Universal  City,  IX  7B148 


LIST  15 

CURRENT  CONTRACTORS 


Or.  As*  G.  Hilliard ,  Jr. 
The  Urban  Inatltut#  for 
Human  Services,  Inc. 
P.O.  Bo*  15068 
San  Franclaco,  CA  94115 

Dr.  Charles  L.  Hulln 
Department  of  Psychology 
University  of  Illinois 
Champaign,  IL  61820 


Or-  Clayton  P.  Aldarfar 
School  of  Organisation 

and  Kanagamant 

Tala  University 
New  Haven,  CT  06520 

Dr*  H.  Rusaell  Barnard 
Department  of  Sociology 
and  Anthropology 
West  Virginia  University 
Morgantown,  UV  26506 

Dr.  Arthur  Blalwes 
Human  Factors  Lsborstory,  Cods  N-71 
Naval  Training  Equipment  Center 
Orlando,  PL  32813 

Dr,  Michael  Borus 
Ohio  State  University 
Columbus,  OH  43210 

Dr.  Joseph  V.  Brady 
The  Johns  Hopkins  University 
School  of  Medicine 
Division  of  Behavioral  Biology 
Baltimore,  MD  21205 

Mr.  Frank  Clark 

ADTECH/ Advanced  Technology,  Inc. 
7923  Jones  Branch  Drive,  Suite  500 
McLain,  V A  22102 

Dr.  Stuart  W.  Cook 
University  of  Colorado 
Institute  of  Behavioral  Science 
Boulder,  CO  80 309 

Mr.  Gerald  M.  Croan 
West lnghouse  National  Issues 
Center 
Suite  11U 

2341  Jefferson  Davis  Highway 
Arlington,  VA  22202 


Dr.  Larry  Cummings 
University  of  Hi  sc one ln-Mad Ison 
Graduate  School  of  Buolnoaa 
Castor  for  tho  Study  of 
Organisational  Performance 
1155  Observatory  Drlvo 
Madison,  HI  53706 

Dr.  John  F.  French,  Jr, 
University  of  Michigan 
Institute  tor  Social  Research 
F.O.  Box  1241 
Ann  Arbor,  Ml  48106 

Dr.  Faul  8.  Goodman 
Graduate  School  of  Industrial 
Administration 
Caraeg le-Mel loe  University 
Flttdburgh,  FA  15213 

Dr«  J.  Richard  Bachman 
Be bool  of  Organisation 
emd  Management 
Tela  University 
58  tl llhames  Avenue 
Nsw  govern,  CT  08528 


Dr.  Edna  J*  Hunter 
United  States  International 
University 

School  of  Human  Behavior 

P.O.  Box  26110 

San  Diego,  CA  92126 


Dr.  Rudl  Klauss 

Syracuse  University 

Public  Administration  Department 

Maxwell  School 

Syracuse,  NT  13210 

Dr.  Judi  Komekl 

Georgia  Institute  of  Technology 
Engineering  Experiment  Station 
Atlanta,  GA  30332 

Dr.  Edward  E.  Lawler 
Battelle  Human  Affairs 
Research  Centers 
P.O.  Box  5395 
4000  N.E. ,  41st  Street 
Seattle,  HA  98105 

Dr.  Edwin  A.  Locke 
University  of  Maryland 
Collage  of  Business  and  Management 
and  Department  of  Psychology 
College  Park,  MD  20742 

Dr,  Ben  Morgan 
Performance  Assessment 

Laboratory 

Old  Dominion  University 
Norfolk,  VA  23508 

Dr,  Richard  T.  Mowday 
Graduate  School  of  Management 
and  Business 
University  of  Oregon 
Eugene,  OR  97403 

Dr.  Joseph  01ms teed 
Human  Resources  Research 
Organisation 

300  North  Washington  Street 
Alexandria,  VA  22314 


Dr.  Thomas  M.  0s tram 
The  Ohio  Stats  University 
Department  of  Psychology 
U6E  St  edits 
404C  Met  17th  Avenue 
Columbus,  OH  43210 


LIST  15  (Continued) 


Dr.  Georg*  E.  Rowland 
Tempi*  University,  The  Merit  Center 
Ritter  Annex.  9th  Floor 
College  of  Education 
Phlladaphla,  PA  19122 

Dr.  Irvin  G.  Seraaon 
Unlverelty  of  Ueahlngton 
Department  of  Psychology 
Seattle.  WA  9819S 

Dr.  Benjamin  Schneider 
Michigan  State  University 
East  Lansing,  MI  48824 

Dr.  Saul  B.  Sells 
Texas  Christian  University 
Institute  of  Behavioral  Research 
Drawer  C 

Fort  Worth,  TX  76129 

Dr.  H.  Wallace  Slnalko 
Program  Director,  Manpower  Research 
and  Advisory  Services 
Smithsonian  Institution 
801  N.  Pitt  Street,  Suit*  120 
Alexandria,  VA  22314 

Dr.  Richard  Steers 
Graduate  School  of  Management 
and  Business 
University  of  Oregon 
Eugene,  OR  97403 


Dr.  Arthur  Stone 
State  University  of  New  York 
at  Stony  Brook 
Department  of  Psychology 
Stony  Brook,  NY  11794 

Dr.  James  R.  Terborg 
University  of  Houston 
Department  of  Psychology 
Houston,  TX  77004 

Drs.  P.  Thorndyke  and  M.  Weiner 
The  Rand  Corporation 
1700  Main  Street 
Santa  Monica,  CA  90406 

Dr.  Howard  M.  Weiss 
Purdue  University 
Department  of  Psychological 
Sciences 

West  Lafayette,  IN  47907 

Dr.  Philip  G.  Zlmbardo 
Stanford  University 
Department  of  Psychology 
Stanford,  CA  9430S 


END 
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